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A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
7/12/2006 has been entered. 

Applicant has elected in the response to the restriction requirement, paper 
received 5/25/2005, the species as exemplified in Figures 7A-7C and 5A-5C. Applicant 
has amended claim 18 to recite mandrel to support the stent is comprised of a member 
to penetrate at least partially into a longitudinal bore of the stent during the application 
of a coating substance, the member including 3 outward projecting walls, each wall 
including 3 pairs of opposing parallel sides. Newly amended claim 18 is now directed to 
non-elected specie since Figures 7A-7C and 5A-5C do not show a member including 3 
outward projecting walls, each wall including 3 pairs of opposing parallel sides and 
therefore claim 18 is withdrawn as being directed to a non-elected specie. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f)or(g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1,4-5,9,11,13-14, 19 and 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Hattler et al 4,846,791 with Tseng et al 6,364,903 cited to show 
inherency. 

Hattler et al teaches in drawings which include Figures 12-13 stent and a 
mandrel to support the catheter or stent comprising: a member to penetrate at least 
partially into a longitudinal bore of a stent, the member including outwardly projecting 
integral walls disposed around the circumference of the mandrel, wherein each of the 
walls converge with its neighboring wall at an angle. Hattler et al teaches at column 5 
lines 1 0-1 5 that the catheter tube or stent supported on the mandrel is radially 
expandable. Although Hattler et al explicitly fails to teach the stents includes struts as 
set forth in newly amended claim 23, it would have been inherent Hattler et al 
stent/catheter tube includes struts since stents have struts as evidenced by Tseng et al. 
Hattler et al is capable of supporting a catheter or stent during application of coating 
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thereon since it teaches every positively claimed element of the apparatus. Note it has 
been held that a recitation with respect to the manner in which a claimed apparatus is 
intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art 
apparatus satisfying the claimed structural limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ 2d 
1647 (1987). With respect to claim 19, Hattler et al teaches as depicted in the drawings 
which includes Figure 16 the design of a catheter or stent and a mandrel to support the 
catheter or stent comprising: a member to penetrate at least partially into a longitudinal 
bore of a stent during the application of a coating substance, the member including 6 
sides and each side wall surface is non-parallel with its neighboring side wall surface. 
Hattler et al teaches at column 5 lines 10-15 that the catheter tube or stent supported on 
the mandrel is radially expandable. Although Hattler et al explicitly fails to teach the 
stents includes struts as set forth in newly amended claim 19, it would have been 
inherent Hattler et al stent/catheter tube includes struts since stents have struts as 
evidenced by Tseng et al. Hattler et al is capable of support the catheter or stent during 
application of coating thereon since it teaches every positively claimed element of the 
apparatus. Note it has been held that a recitation with respect to the manner in which a 
claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed 
apparatus from a prior art apparatus satisfying the claimed structural limitations. Ex 
parte Masham, 2 USPQ 2d 1647(1987). With respect to claims 9, 11 and 13-14, Hattler 
et al teaches stent and a mandrel to support the stent wherein the mandrel extends the 
entire length of the catheter or stent (see column 4 lines 64-66). Hattler et al shows the 
mandrel is comprised of a member including integrally formed walls that have a shape 
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and length within the scope of the claims (see Figures 12-13 and 16). Hattler et al 
teaches at column 5 lines 10-15 that the catheter tube or stent supported on the 
mandrel is radially expandable. Although Hattler et al explicitly fails to teach the stents 
includes struts as set forth in newly amended claim 9 along with claims 1 1 and 13-14, it 
would have been inherent Hattler et al stent/catheter tube includes struts since stents 
have struts as evidenced by Tseng et al. Hattler et al is capable of supporting the 
catheter or stent during application of coating thereon since it teaches every positively 
claimed element of the apparatus. Note it has been held that a recitation with respect to 
the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not 
differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus satisfying the claimed 
structural limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ 2d 1647 (1987). With respect to 
claims 1 , 4-5 and 24-25, Hattler et al shows as depicted in Figures 1-3 a stent and a 
stent mandrel supporting the catheter or stent comprising: a first member (protrusions 
arranged at one end of the mandrel) to contact a first end of the stent; a second 
member (protrusions arranged at the opposite end of the mandrel) to contact a second 
end of the stent; and a third member connecting the first member to the second member 
and extending through a longitudinal bore of the stent, the third member having at least 
least three walls 34 and these wall 34 are shaped and/or sized to substantially prevent a 
coating from being formed on a luminal surface of the catheter or stent. Hattler et al 
shows the third member has a plurality if spikes and these spikes contact the luminal 
surface. Hattler et al teaches the divider extends the entire length of the catheter or 
stent (see column 4 lines 64-66). Although Hattler et al explicitly fails to teach the stents 
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includes struts as set forth in newly amended claims 1 ,4-5 and 24-25, it would have 
been inherent that Hattler et al stent/catheter tube includes struts since stents have 
struts as evidenced by Tseng et al. Hattler et al is capable of support the catheter or 
stent during application of coating thereon since it teaches every positively claimed 
element of the apparatus. Note it has been held that a recitation with respect to the 
manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate 
the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus satisfying the claimed structural 
limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ 2d 1647 (1987). 

Claims 1,4-5,9,11,13-14,19 and 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Hattler et al 
4,846,791 with Tseng et al 6,364,903 cited to show inherency and, in any event, cited to 
show obviousness. 

Hattler et al teaches in drawings which include Figures 12-13 stent or catheter 
tube and a mandrel to support the catheter or stent comprising: a member to penetrate 
at least partially into a longitudinal bore of a stent, the member including outwardly 
projecting integral walls disposed around the circumference of the mandrel, wherein 
each of the walls converge with its neighboring wall at an angle. Hattler et al teaches at 
column 5 lines 10-15 that the catheter tube or stent supported on the mandrel is radially 
expandable. Although Hattler et al explicitly fails to teach the stents includes struts as 
set forth in newly amended claim 23, it would have been inherent Hattler et al 
stent/catheter tube includes struts since stents have struts as evidenced by Tseng et al 
and, in any event, it would have obvious to support any known stent or catheter tube 
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including that disclosed by Tseng et al on the Hattler et al mandrel especially since 
Hattler infers his mandrel body is capable of accepting different configurations of stent 
or catheter tubes as inferred by Hattler et al disclosure of the catheter tube or stent at 
column 5 lines 10-15 and column 6 lines 45-52 for the obvious reason to expect similar 
end results - a catheter assembly capable of being insert into a blood vessel. Hattler et 
al is capable of supporting a catheter or stent during application of coating thereon since 
it teaches every positively claimed element of the apparatus. Note it has been held that 
a recitation with respect to the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be 
employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus 
satisfying the claimed structural limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ 2d 1647 
(1987).With respect to claim 19, Hattler et al teaches as depicted in the drawings which 
includes Figure 16 the design of a stent or catheter tube and mandrel to support the 
catheter or stent comprising: a member to penetrate at least partially into a longitudinal 
bore of a stent during the application of a coating substance, the member including 6 
sides and each side wall surface is non-parallel with its neighboring side wall surface. 
Hattler et al teaches at column 5 lines 10-15 that the catheter tube or stent supported on 
the mandrel is radially expandable. Although Hattler et al explicitly fails to teach the 
stents includes struts as set forth in newly amended claim 23, it would have been 
inherent Hattler et al stent/catheter tube includes struts since stents have struts as 
evidenced by Tseng et al and, in any event, it would have obvious to support any known 
stent or catheter tube including that disclosed by Tseng et al on the Hattler et al mandrel 
especially since Hattler infers his mandrel body is capable of accepting different 
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configurations of stent or catheter tubes as inferred by Hattler et al disclosure of the 
catheter tube or stent at column 5 lines 10-15 and column 6 lines 45-52 for the obvious 
reason to expect similar end results - a catheter assembly capable of being insert into a 
blood vessel. Hattler et al is capable of support the catheter or stent during application 
of coating thereon since it teaches every positively claimed element of the apparatus. 
Note it has been held that a recitation with respect to the manner in which a claimed 
apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from 
a prior art apparatus satisfying the claimed structural limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 
USPQ 2d 1647 (1987). With respect to claims 9, 11 and 13-14, Hattler et al teaches a 
stent or catheter tube and a mandrel which extends the entire length of the catheter or 
stent (see column 4 lines 64-66). Hattler et al shows the mandrel is comprised of a 
member including integrally formed walls that have a shape and length within the scope 
of the claims (see Figures 12-13 and 16). Hattler et al teaches at column 5 lines 10-15 
that the catheter tube or stent supported on the mandrel is radially expandable. 
Although Hattler et al explicitly fails to teach the stents includes struts as set forth in 
newly amended claims 9,1 1 and 13-14, it would have been inherent Hattler et al 
stent/catheter tube includes struts since stents have struts as evidenced by Tseng et al 
and, in any event, it would have obvious to support any known stent or catheter tube 
including that disclosed by Tseng et al on the Hattler et al mandrel especially since 
Hattler infers his mandrel body is capable of accepting different configurations of stent 
or catheter tubes as inferred by Hattler et al disclosure of the catheter tube or stent at 
column 5 lines 10-15 and column 6 lines 45-52 for the obvious reason to expect similar 
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end results - a catheter assembly capable of being insert into a blood vessel. Hattler et 
al is capable of supporting the catheter or stent during application of coating thereon 
since it teaches every positively claimed element of the apparatus. Note it has been 
held that a recitation with respect to the manner in which a claimed apparatus is 
intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art 
apparatus satisfying the claimed structural limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ 2d 
1647 (1987). With respect to claims 1 , 4-5 and 24-25, Hattler et al shows as depicted in 
Figures 1-3 stent and a stent mandrel support supporting the catheter or stent 
comprising: a first member (protrusions arranged at one end of the mandrel) to contact 
a first end of the stent; a second member (protrusions arranged at the opposite end of 
the mandrel) to contact a second end of the stent; and a third member connecting the 
first member to the second member and extending through a longitudinal bore of the 
stent, the third member having at least least three walls 34 and these wall 34 are 
shaped and/or sized to substantially prevent a coating from being formed on a luminal 
surface of the catheter or stent. Hattler et al shows the third member has a plurality if 
spikes and these spikes contact the luminal surface. Hattler et al teaches the divider 
extends the entire length of the catheter or stent (see column 4 lines 64-66). Although 
Hattler et al explicitly fails to teach the stents includes struts as set forth in newly 
amended claims 1 , 4-5 and 24-25, it would have been inherent that Hattler et al 
stent/catheter tube includes struts since stents have struts as evidenced by Tseng et al 
and, in any event, it would have obvious to support any known stent or catheter tube 
including that disclosed by Tseng et al on the Hattler et al mandrel especially since 
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Hattler infers his mandrel body is capable of accepting different configurations of stent 
or catheter tubes as inferred by Hattler et al disclosure of the catheter tube or stent at 
column 5 lines 10-15 and column 6 lines 45-52 for the obvious reason to expect similar 
end results - a catheter assembly capable of being insert into a blood vessel. Hattler et 
al is capable of support the catheter or stent during application of coating thereon since 
it teaches every positively claimed element of the apparatus. Note it has been held that 
a recitation with respect to the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be 
employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus 
satisfying the claimed structural limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ 2d 1647 (1987). 

Claims 6-8 and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hattler et al in view of Tseng et al 6,364,903. 

Hattler et al and Tseng are applied for the reasons noted above. Hattler et al fails 
to teach the cross-section of the third member is within the scope of claims 7-8. Hattler 
et al teaches the third member can have shapes other than triangular such as cross- 
shaped or star-shaped. However, it would have been obvious to modify the mandrel in 
the Hattler et al stent and mandrel combination as set forth above by providing the third 
member with a shape within the scope of claims 7-8 since Hattler et al teaches the third 
member can have shapes other than triangular such as cross-shaped or star-shaped 
obviously to provide greater support of the catheter or stent. With respect to claim 6, 
Hattler et al fails to teach that the spikes do not contact the luminal of the stent or 
catheter. Hattler et al teaches that the geometry of the divider may or may not require 
protrusions to provide support necessary to prevent collapse of the lumen within the 
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catheter or stent. Therefore it would have been obvious to modify the Hattler et al 
mandrel such that the spikes of the third member do not have to touch or contact the 
luminal of the stent as long as the number of protrusions on the third member are 
sufficient to prevent collapse of the luminal within the catheter or stent for the obvious 
reason of providing a plurality of discrete support points - enable one to provide 
continued support for the catheter despjte wear of the one of the discrete protrusions. 
With respect to claims 20-22, Hattler et al teaches as depicted in the drawings which 
include Figure 3 the design of a mandrel to support a catheter or stent comprising: a 
core section having at least three sides and a wall extending from each of the sides in 
an outwardly direction. Hattler et al shows the walls are triangular in cross section and 
core have a shape within the scope of the claims. Hattler et al fails to teach that the core 
is solid and the wall is coupled to and extending from each of the sides in an outwardly 
direction. However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to construct the mandrel by coupling a wall to each of 
the sides of the Hattler et al core section in the Hattler et al stent and mandrel 
combination as set forth above since it has been held that constructing a formerly 
integral structure in various elements involves only routine skill in the art. Nerwin v. 
Erlichman, 168 USPQ 177,179. Further, Hattler et al teaches at column 6 lines 66-67 
that the divider can be either hollow or solid. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
given the modified Hattler et al apparatus as discussed above to construct the core 
section as a solid core section rather than a hollow core section since Hattler et al 
teaches at column 6 lines 66-67 that the divider can be either hollow or solid and 
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obvious to do so to increase the structural stability of the mandrel. Hattler et al is 
capable of support the catheter or stent during application of coating thereon since it 
teaches every positively claimed element of the apparatus. Note it has been held that a 
recitation with respect to the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be 
employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus 
satisfying the claimed structural limitations. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ 2d 1647 (1987). 

Applicant's arguments filed 7/23/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant's argument that Hattler et al fails to teach a catheter is not a stent 
comprising a plurality of struts is found to be non-persuasive. First of all, it is noted that 
the American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, Fourth Ed. (2000) defines a 
stent as "a slender thread, rod, or catheter inserted into a tubular structure, such as a 
blood vessel, to provide support during or after anastomosis." Therefore, as discussed 
above, although Hattler et al explicitly fails to teach the stents includes struts, it would 
have been inherent Hattler et al stent/catheter tube includes struts since stents have 
struts as evidenced by Tseng et al and, in any event, it would have obvious to support 
any known stent or catheter tube including that disclosed by Tseng et al on the Hattler 
et al mandrel especially since Hattler infers his mandrel body is capable of accepting 
different configurations of stent or catheter tubes as inferred by Hattler et al disclosure 
of the catheter tube or stent at column 5 lines 10-15 and column 6 lines 45-52 for the 
obvious reason to expect similar end results - a catheter assembly capable of being 
insert into a blood vessel. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Brenda A. 
Lamb at telephone number (571 ) 272-1231 . The examiner can normally be reached on 
Monday-Tuesday and Thursday-Friday with alternate Wednesday off. 
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Examiner 
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